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1 

Course  Overview  and  Introduction  to  Telecom  Industry 

A 

Telecommunications  Act,  1993  S.C.C.  38  as  amended 

B 

CRTC,  Status  of  Competition  in  Canada  Telecommunications  Markets,  2005 

2 

Introduction  to  Telecom  Regulation 

A 

John  S.  Tyhurst,  “Monopoly  Lost?  The  Legal  and  Regulatory  Path  to  Canada 
Telecommunications  Competition  1979-2002”  (2001-2002)  33  Ottawa  Law 

Review,  385 

B 

CRTC,  Decision  CRTC  97-8,  “Local  Competition”,  General  Considerations 
(paragraphs  4-14) 

C 

CRTC,  Telecom  Decision  CRTC  99-16,  “Telephone  Service  to  High-Cost 

Serving  Areas”,  Summary 

3 

Hot  Topics  in  Telecommunications  Regulation 

A 

VoIP 

CRTC,  Telecom  Decision  CRTC  2005-28,  Summary 

B 

CRTC,  News  Release,  May  12,  2005 

C 

Bell  Canada,  VoIP  Cabinet  Appeal,  Backgrounder 

D 

Local 

Forbearance 

CRTC,  Telecom  Public  Notice  2005-2 

E 

Bell  Canada  -  Executive  Summary 

F 

CCTA  -  Executive  Summary 

G 

PIAC  -  Complete  Submission 

H 

Bundling 

Denis  Henry  &  Pierre-Luc  Hebert,  “Packaging  Competition:  Regulation  of  the 
Multi-Service  Bundle”  LSUC  CBA  Conference  “New  Developments  in 
Communications  Law  and  Policy”,  April  2003 

I 

Michael  Hennessy,  “Bundling  Symmetry  and  the  VoIP  Boom”  LSUC  CBA 
Conference,  New  Developments  in  Communications  Law  and  Policy”,  April  2003 

4 

Telecom  Policy  Review  ! 

A 

Telecom  Policy  Review  Consultation  | 

B 

Key  Submissions  (to  be  provided) 

C 

Arnold  &  Porter  -  Ofcom  Summary  ^ 

5 

Competition  Law  and  Trade  Issues  (November  9,  2005) 

A 

Competition 

Iain  Scott,  “Competition  Law  in  the  Canadian  Telecommunications  Industry”, 

(2002)  37  Canadian  Business  Law  Journal  139 

B 

Lawson  Hunter,  “Dividing  the  Line:  The  Thorny  Relationship  Between  the 
Competition  Act  &  Competition  Principles  and  the  CRTC”  LSUC  CBA 

Conference,  “New  Developments  in  Communications  Law  and  Policy”,  April  2003 

C 

Lome  Salzman  and  Kathryn  Khamsi,  “Concurrent  Jurisdiction  Under  the 
Telecommunications  Act  and  the  Competition  Act  to  Address  Anti-Competitive 
Conduct  By  Dominant  Canadian  Telephone  Companies”  prepared  for  the  Canadian 
Bar  Association  2002,  Annual  Conference  on  Competition  Law 

D 

Trade 

Osier  Letter  to  Covad  Canada  Communication  Inc.,  May  5,  2000,  submitted  to  the 
CRTC 

E 

Canada,  “WTO,  Trade  in  Services,  Schedule  of  Specific  Commitments, 

Supplemental  3”  April  11,  1997 

F 

Hudson  Janisch,  “International  Influences  on  Communications  Policy  in  Canada” 
Unpublished 
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Internet  Jurisdiction  and  the  Defamation  Example 

A 

Jurisdiction 

Zippo  Manufacturing  Company  v.  Zippo  Dot  Com,  Inc.,  (1997)  42  U.S.P.O.  2D 
(BNA)  1062  (excerpts) 

B 

Braintech,  Inc.  v.  Kostiuk,  (1999)  171  D.L.R.  (4th)  46  (excerpts) 

C 

Yahoo!,  Inc.  v.  La  Ligue  Contre  Le  Racisme  et  L  ’Antisemitisme,  (2001)  169  F. 

Supp.  2D  1181 

D 

Gator. Com  Corp.  v.  L.L.  Bean,  Inc.,  (2003)  341  F.  3d  1072 

E 

Dow  Jones  &  Company  Inc.  v.  Joseph  Gutnick ,  [2002]  HCA  56 

F 

Canadian  Association  of  Internet  Providers  et  al  v.  Society  of  Composers,  Authors 
and  Music  Publishers  of  Canada  et  al,  (2004)  S.C.C.  45  (excerpts) 

G 

Godfrey  v.  Demon  Internet  Ltd.,  [1999]  E.WJ.  No.  1226 

H 

Consumer  Protection  Act ,  2002 

I 

Defamation 

Barrick  Gold  Corporation  v.  Jorge  Lopehandia  et  al  (Ont.  C.A.) 

J 

Bangoura  v.  Washington  Post,  [2004]  O.J.  No.  284 

7 

Physical  Access  Rights  and  Judicial  Review  of  the  CRTC 

A 

Poles 

Constitution  Act,  1867,  ss.  91  to  95 

B 

Barrie  Public  Utilties  v.  Canadian  Cable  Television  Association,  [2003]  1  S.C.R. 

476  (excerpts) 

C 

Roads 

Federation  of  Canadian  Municipalities  v.  AT&T  Canada  Corp.,  [2002]  F.C.J.  No. 
1777  (F.C.A.) 

D 

Buildings 

Benjamin  D.  Rovet,  Telecom  Update,  “Building  Access  Decision:  Telecom 

Decision  CRTC  2003-45” 

E 

Judicial 
Review  of 
CRTC 

Scott  M.  Prescott  and  C.  Christopher  Johnston,  “Judicial  Deference  to  the  CRTC’s 
Discretionary  Decision-Making  Authority”,  New  Developments  in 

Communications  Law  and  Policy,  LSUC  CBA  Conference 

'  1 

8 

Spam  and  Privacy 

A 

Spam 

Report  of  the  Task  Force  on  Spam,  “Stopping  Spam:  Creating  a  Stronger,  Safer 
Internet”,  May  2005 

B 

CTV  News,  “Ontario  Trio  Among  Those  Sued  in  U.S.  Over  Spam”  | 

C 

1267623  Ontario  Inc.  et  al  v.  Nexx  Online,  Inc.,  [1999]  45  O.R.  (3d)  40 

D 

R.  v.  Hamilton ,  [2005]  S.C.J.  No.  48 

E 

CAN-SPAM  Act  of  2003  (U.S.)  (excerpts) 

F 

Competition  Act ,  R.S.C.  1985,  Chap.  C-334  (excerpts) 

G 

Telecommunications  Act,  S.C.  1993,  Chap.  38,  s.  41  (excerpts)  ^ 

H 

Personal  Information  Protection  and  Electronic  Documents  Act,  S.C.  2000,  Chap. 

5,  s.  2(1)  and  Schedule  1,  s.  4.3 

I 

Office  of  the  Privacy  Commissioner  of  Canada,  PIPED  A  Act  Case  Summary  #207, 
“Cellphone  company  meets  conditions  for  “opt-out”  consent” 

J 

Criminal  Code,  R.S.C.  1985,  Chap.  C-46,  s.  372(1)  and  380(1)  &  (2)  1 

K 

Criminal  Code,  R.S.C.  1985,  Chap.  C-46,  s.  342.1 

L 

Munir  Kotadia,  “’Phishing’  Scams  Luring  More  Users” 

M 

Privacy 

Englander  v.  Telus  Communications  Inc,  [2004]  F.C.J.  No.  1935 

N 

OpenNet  Initiative:  Telus  Blocking  of  Labor  Union  Web  Site  Filters  766  Unrelated 
Sites 

9 

Digital  Copyright 

A 

BMG  Canada  Inc.,  et  al  v.  John  Doe  et  al,  [2005]  F.C.J.  No.  858 

B 

Canada  (Canadian  Private  Copying  Collective)  v.  Canadian  Storage  Media 

Alliance,  [2004]  F.C.J.  No.  2115  (excerpts) 

C 

CPCC,  Current  tariff 

D 

Robertson  v.  Thomson  [2004]  OJ.  No.  4029 

E 

Bill  C-60,  amendment  to  the  Copyright  Act  (excerpts) 
- - - 

F 

321  Studios  v.  Metro  Goldwyn  Mayer  Studios  et  al.  Order  Granting  Defendants’ 
Motion  for  Partial  Summary  Judgment  and  Resolving  Related  Motions,  No.  C  02- 
1955  SI 

G 

The  Chamberlain  Group,  Inc.  v.  Skylink  Technologies,  Inc.,  381  F.3d  1178;  2004 

U.S.  App.  LEXIS  18513 

H 

Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer  Studios  Inc.  et  al.  v.  Grokster,  Ltd.  et  al  545  U.S.  (2005) 
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